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The primary intent of this study is to examine the claim that Zero-
Base Budgeting (ZBB; is the budgetary approach that is used by the
Division of Rehabilitation Services within the Georgia Department of
Human Resources. Keeping in mind the principal characteristics of ZBB,
that is, procedure, program justification and program comparisons, the
writer also seeks to measure the operational reality of ZBB, as is
currently applied within the Division of Rehabilitation Services.
The Division of Rehabilitation Services is a State Government
agency which has the legal mandate for provision of services designed to
foster independence and self-sufficiency of handicapped persons, to
advocate in behalf of their needs and rights; and to work energetically
and cooperatively with other public and private entities in order to
ensure an efficient and effective use of available rehabilitation
resources.
The nature of the political system favors a line-item-budget but
the State of Georgia has attempted to overcome the weaknesses of this
budgetary approach by introducing ZBB. However, the paper shows that
because of the nature of the political system and the manner in which
services are delivered ZBB is a distinct ideal rather than a reality.
This fact is most evident in the Division of Rehabilitation Services.
Much of the confusion and contradictions lie in the areas of the ranking
of priorities, justification of expenses and interpretation of the
meaning of the ZBB.
Although this study is confined to the Division of Rehabilitation
Services, it is hoped that the study will contribute to a better under¬
standing of the Zero-Base Budgeting process by the readers of this paper.
This topic was chosen in order to determine the relationship between
theory and practice of Zero-Base Budgeting process in the State of Georgia.
The data for this study were obtained from both primary and secondary
sources, and the methodology employed is descriptive analysis.
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I. INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this study is to examine the claim that Zero-Base
Budgeting (ZBB) is the budgeting format used by the Division of Rehabili¬
tation Services (DRS) within the Georgia Department of Human Resources.
The paper will further examine the extent to which Zero-Base Budgeting
really exists in the Division's budget process.
Zero-Base Budgeting is an emerging process which has been adopted
by a variety of industrial organizations in many sectors of the economy,
as well as state and local governments. The State of Georgia was the
first State in the United States of America to install ZBB and it is
currently one of the states with the most highly developed ZBB system.^
This process was initiated at Texas Instruments, in 1969 under the guid¬
ance of Peter Pyhrr, who later helped implement it in Georgia during the
administration of Governor Jimmy Carter (1971-1975). With the election of
Jimmy Carter as president in 1976, the Georgia system also gained national
2
attention and is still generally applied in the federal budget system.
As operationalized in Georgia, ZBB is a set of budget preparation
procedures designed to improve managerial control over agency funding
^Thomas P. Lauth, "Zero-Base Budgeting in Georgia State Government:
Myth and Reality," Public Admini.'^tration Review 3S (September/Cctober 1978/,
p. 420.
2
Peter A. Pyhrr, "The Zero-Base Approach to Government Budgeting
Public Administration Review 37 (January/February 1977),.p. 1.
1
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requests so as to improve efficiency within the executive branch in the
allocation of available resources. All departments of the state govern¬
ment in Georgia have to develop budget requests for each program in
series of decision packages which identify different levels of efforts
as well as alternative means of performing the same function. This being
so, the Department of Human Resources is one such entity and, the
Division of Rehabilitation Services since it exists within this department
must comply with these budgetary requirements.
Much of the early literature dealing with ZBB focused on defining
3
it and describing its formal procedures. Subsequent writings have
assessed the adaptability of the ZBB process to public organizations,
speculating about their impact on those organizations and describe the
problems attendant to installing the system. Advocates of ZBB have
commended it as an innovative management tool, while critics have
5
expressed doubt that it represents much that is new. In the present
study, attempts will be made to examine the ZBB approach used by the
Division of Rehabilitation Services in its budget process and measure this
approach against the basic characteristics of ZBB. The writer wishes to
^Ibid., pp. 2-6.
4
Frank D. Draper.and Bernard T. Pitsvada, "Zero-Base Budgeting -
Looking Back After Ten Years" Public Administration Review 41 January/
February igsi'), pp. 76-82.
5
Graeme M. Taylor, "Introduction to Zero-Base Budgeting," The
Bureaucrat 6 (Spring 1977), p. 33.
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further examine the operational reality of this process in the DRS
with particular reference to (1) procedure, [2) program justification and
(3) program comparisons.
II. THE PROBLEI''] AND ITS SETTING
The Division of Rehabilitation Services is one of six ^6)
programmatic divisions of the Georgia Department of Human Resources. In
1982, the name of the Division of Vocation Rehabilitation was changed to
the Division of Rehabilitation Services. Since then, the concept of a
rehabilitation continuum became the driving force for the development of
programs to serve Georgia's, disabled and handicapped citizens in four
major programs namely; (1) Competitive Employment, (2) Sheltered Employ¬
ment , (3) Independent Living and (4) Disability Adjudication.^
Apparently, the Division of Rehabilitation Services is a State
Government agency which has the legal mandate for provision of services
designed to foster independence and self-sufficiency of handicapped
persons; to advocate in behalf of their needs and rights; and to work
energetically and cooperatively with other public and private entities in
order to ensure an efficient and effective use of available rehabilitation
7
resources.
The DRS's Director reports directly to the commissioner of the
Department of Human Resources and has under his supervision, six sections
^This information was gathered from a chronology of Rehabilitation
History (Georgia and National) which was given to the writer. Also, much
of the information can be obtained from the Official Code of Georgia
Annotated Volume 38, Title 49, Social Services, Social 50, State
Government, pp. 136-150
7
Georgia, Division of Rehabilitation Services: Long-Range
Planning (1985)-, p- 34.
- 4 -
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namely, Administrative Services, Quality Assurance and Staff Development,
Field Services, Facility Services, Disability Adjudication Services and
Roosevelt Warm Springs Institute for Rehabilitation.
The main budget areas are. Rehabilitation Services Functional
Budget, Roosevelt Warm Springs, Georgia Factory for the Blind Functional
Budget and Rehabilitation Services - Disability Adjudication Budget.
The Context of the Problem.
The writer served as an intern in the Division of Rehabilitation
Services under the Georgia Department of Human Resources. As an intern,
the writer assisted the Chief Financial Manager in the following areas:
development of the DRS’s FY 1987 Zero-Base Budget request; development
of the DRS's FY 1986 annual operating budget; analysis of the FY 1986
appropriations; budget and expense comparison; budget revisions; analysis
of certain expenditures; and accounts payable data entry.
During the writer's internship, it was observed that the DRS uses a
budget process that requires decision makers to prepare a detailed budget
plan for their major program areas which emphasizes review, evaluation and
analysis on all proposed levels of operations rather than reflecting a com
mitment to sustaining past levels of funding. Also, the process requires
decision makers to state the major goals and objectives of their organiza¬
tional budget entities and further establish limited objectives that are
attainable within a one fiscal year period and for which funds are being
requested. Moreover, specific areas of performance that can be
used to measure the effectiveness and efficiency of that operation
must be identified. According to instructions from the Office of
- 6 -
Planning and Budget (OPBj, it was also observed that a department budget
plan must include a ranking of each operational budget in priority order
so as to identify the relative importance of each particular operational
Q
budget at various spending levels within major program areas. The
principal effect of this process is to insure that programs determined to
be of higher priority will receive priority funding.
Furthermore, agencies are required to submit decision packages for
each program at three levels of operations: minimum (less than 100 per¬
cent of the current funding level); current (continuation of last year’s
program including increased costs;; and new or improved (expansion of
q
program objectives).^ While no exact funding level is specified for the
minimum in the budget preparation instructions given to agencies by the
OPB, the general consensus among both agency budget officers and OPB
analysts is that the minimum level be approximately between 85 and 100
10
percent of the current level.
It is also the OPB instruction that the budget requests for each
agency be developed at the decision level as defined in the agency's
approved annual operating budget. Generally, funds requested are to con¬
tinue ongoing operations and to either improve an existing operation or
to initiate a new operation within a particular program area.
^Georgia-, Office of Plaruiing and Budget: . General Budget Preparation
Procedures Fiscal Year (1986), p. 4.
9





Statement of the Problem.
The underlying assumption of ZBB is that the ranking process for
the forthcoming fiscal year will operate in a manner that will focus
attention on those packages at the margin i.e., programs just above and
just below the allocated funding level of the current fiscal year. The
corollary assumption is that with a budget request information presented
in this format, there is a greater likelihood of some programs being
11
decreased at the margin rather than increased.
However, due to the nature of the services rendered, federal and
state statutory requirements, legislative budget procedures and the
differing roles of central financial management office personnel and the
field services budget officers, it is observed that the basic technique
of the ZBB is only a claim because very little of the principles are put
into practice in the budget process used by the DRS. This is basically
true of the ranking process since almost all of the programs are statu¬
torily protected. It then means that making decisions on which program
to eliminate, decrease or increase, is difficult. Also, instead of a
reduction in previous year's base, a 10 percent increase based on the
current funding level is arbitrarily chosen. This means that the DRS may
choose anywhere between 100 and 110 percent of funding level instead of
between 85 and 100 percent.
11
Ibid.
III. REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The history of budgeting in the United States as a whole, has been
a succession of reforms. Budgeting had long been practised in major
European countries and was virtually unknown in the United States until
late in the 19th century when coalitions of Muckrakers, civic reformers
and public administration scholars campaigned for the installation of
12
executive budgets in American cities and states. By the mid 1920s most
major American cities had adopted some form of budgeting system, in most
13
cases, to strengthen the chief executive's budgetary role. Actually,
the federal government operated without a formal budget system until the
Budget and Accounting Act of 1921. This Act vested in the president the
"sole authority" to consolidate agency budget request and to present to
14
Congress an overall recommendation.
According to George J. Gordon and other writers, the central purpose
in all these developments was control of expenditures, with emphasis on
accounting for all money spent in public programs. This was the first
12
Woodrow Wilson, "The Study of Administration," Political Science
Quarterly II (1887), reprinted in Jay M. Shafritz and Albert C. Hyde,(ads,j
Classics of Public Administration (Oak Park, Illinois: Moore Publishing
Co. 1978), p. 3.
13Robert D. Lee,, Jr. and Ronald W. Johnson, Public Budget-ing System,
2nd. ed. (Baltimore: University Park Press, 1977/", p. 7.
14
Linda L. Smith, "The Congressional Budget Process; Why It Worked
This Time," The Bureaucrat 6 (Spring 1977), 89.
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modern budget concept to gain currency, and it remained the predominant
15
approach to budgeting through the 1930s. In this period, budgets were
constructed on a line-item, or object-of-expenditure basis, indicating
16
very specifically items or services purchased and their costs.
The next broad phase of reform began with the New Deal,
17
when management of national programs became centrally important.
Allen Schick's viev; is that performance budgeting was directed toward
promoting efficient management; it dealt not only with the quantity of
resources each agency acquired, but also with what was done with those
resources. This approach further called for a "redesign of expenditure
accounts, the development of work and cost measures, and adjustments in
the roles of central budgeters and in their relationships with
If 18agencies."
In the early 1960s, Planning-Programming-Budgeting (PPB) came out
of the Defense Department when Robert McNamara was Secretary of Defense.
It was a system well-suited to the Department of Defense, but when it was
applied to all Federal agencies in 1965, it was less than successful for
many reasons - one of which related to the fact that the agencies and
situations to which it was applied differed widely. Also, there was
15
George J. Gordon, Public Administration In America. 2nd ed. (New




Allen Schick, Budget Innovation in the States iWashington, D.C;
Brookings, 1971), p. 6.
10 -
IQ
little effort to "tailor” the system to fit the needs of the society.
The literature shows that Hanageraent by Objectives (fEO) came out
of the business world between the 1940s and 1950s and has been tried in
states and local governments over the last 30 years, with mixed results.
Failures are said to have occurred as often as successes for a variety of
reasons. Some important features of MBO include the possibility of
making objectives explicit, recognizing the multiple-objective nature of
administration, identifying conflicting objectives and dealing with them,
providing opportunities for employee involvement in defining organization
objectives, and providing for feedback and measurement of organizational
20
accomplishment. Two of the most important failures are the failure to
carefully "customize" the system to the organization and the lack of
expert, fully professional administrators who could understand and use
the system.
The most recent budget reform is ZBB. Bruce Neumann and other
authors describe ZBB as a term and technique introduced and popularized
by Peter Pyhrr in 1970. These authors are of the opinion that the
concept of ZBB is not entirely new. The reason is that the U.S. Depart¬
ment of Agriculture began using a "groundup" budgeting technique in 1962,
19
Lee, Jr. and Johnson, Public Budgeting System, p. 88
20
Gordon, Public Administration in America, p. 458.
21
Allan C. Rusten and L. James Harvey, The ZBB Handbook for Local
Governments (^Colorado: Ireland Educational Corporation, 1977), P- 3.
11
which included a reevaluation of all the department's programs; and as
early as 1924, E. Hilton Young allegedly advocated "justify from zero"
22
as a budgeting teclrinique. However, in the late 1960s, Peter Pyhrr and
a team of managers had developed ZBB which was eventually used at Texas
Instruments in the early 1970s. Peter Pyhrr was then drafted by Governor
Jimmy Carter to apply the concept to the State of Georgia in FY 73 after
reading Peter's articles on ZBB published in the Harvard Business Review
(November/December 1973).^“ The Georgia system eventually gained
24
national attention during I976 when Carter rose to the presidency.
Basically, Zero-Base Budgeting is another management tool which can
be used to review, analyze, evaluate budget requests, and must be linked
to many other routine management processes and accounting information
25
systems. Traditionally, budgets have been developed mostly by adding
10 percent to 15 percent, or more to last year's expenditures, in order
26
to decide how the excess would be allocated. The concept behind the
ZBB, however, is that when developing an organization's budget, the pre¬
vious year's budget should not be used as a base. Allan Rusten and
22
Bruce R. Neumann; James D. Suver; and Ray L. Brown, "Accountant's
Role in Zero-Base Budgeting," The CPA Journal XLVII (November 1, 1978),
p. 23.
23




Neumann, Suver .and Brown, p. 23.
26
uogan iM. Cheek, Zero-Base Budgeting Comes of Age: What It is and
What It Takes to Make It Work vNew York: AMACOM, 1977), pp. ix-x.
12 -
L. Harvey define ZBB as a part of the budgeting process which starts from
a zero-base, disregarding previous year's budgets, and leads to the
definition and selection of the most efficient and effective activities
and expenditures consistent with meeting the organization's goals and
objectives.
Thomas P. Lauth contends that the confusion over the precise mean¬
ing of "zero-base" was compounded by the statements of the then Governor
of Georgia, Jimmy Carter. In his 1971 budget message to the Georgia
General Assembly, Governor Carter stated:
No longer can we take for granted the existing budget base and
simply be responsible for reviewing proposed increases to
continue programs and add new ones ... I will insist that the
entire range of state services be re-examined and will cut
back or eliminate established programs if they are judged to
be ineffective or of low priority.^®
On another occasion Governor Carter said:
We stripped down our budget each year to zero and we
start from scratch ... we try to optimize the service^
delivered to our people compared to how much it cost. ^
Furthermore, in 1976, the then presidential candidate Carter wrote:
Zero-Base Budgeting starts from a very different premise.
Rather than just incrementing the new on the old, the
system demands a total rejustification of everything
frcxn scratch (from zero!).
27Rusten and Harvey, The ZBB Handbook for Local Governments, p. 8.
pQ
Governor JiiKny Carter cited in Lauth, Public Administration Review





According to Allen Schick, ZBB is "more a form of marginal analysis
than a requirement that the budget be built up from scratch each year."'^'
In the real sense of it, ZBB incorporates some of the major features of
planning programming budgeting and do not do away entirely with tradi¬
tional budgeting (line item budgeting). Also, ZBB adopts the incremental
approach to decision making where decisions are made on a piecemeal basis.
In a practical sense, "zero-base" means the evaluation of all pro¬
grams, alternative means to goal attainment, and program performance.
For a majority of programs, ainalysis is concentrated on evaluating
program efficiency and effectiveness and the evaluation and prioritiza-
32
tion of different levels of effort. In a political environment, the
expectation for major shifts in resource allocation must be qualified.
The major reallocation of resources will normally take place within major
agencies such as shifting administrative and maintenance cost savings
33
into direct program delivery. Peter Pyhrr, in his own sumimation points
out that the zero-base approach requires each organization to evaluate
and review all programs and activities systematically; to review
activities on a basis of output or performance as well as cost; to
emphasize managerial decision making first, number-oriented budgets
31
Allen Schick, "Zero-Base and Sunset Reduncy or Symbiosis?,"
The Bureaucrat 6 No. 1 (Spring 1977), p- 16.
32





second, and to increase analysis. David W. Singleton, Bruce A. Smith
and James R. Cleaveland maintain that ZBB as a process exposes ongoing
activities to the same intensive scrutiny usually reserved for new
activities, applying analysis of alternative methods of service delivery,
determining minimum service levels and systematically applying marginal
analysis techniques to provide decision makers a priority-ordered set of
35
budget choices.
Conceptually, ZBB is a management process that provides for
systematic consideration of all programs and activities in conjunction
with the formulation of budget requests and program planning. The prin¬
cipal objectives of ZBB are to: (i) involve managers at all levels in
the budget process; (iij justify the resource requirements for existing
activities as well as for new activities; (iii) focus the justification
on the evaluation of discrete programs or activities of each decision
unit; (iv) establish, for all managerial levels in an agency, objectives
against which accomplishments caxi be identified and measured; iv) assess
alternative methods of accomplishing objectives; (vi) analyze the
probable effects of different budget amounts or performance levels on
the achievement of objectives; and tvii) provide a credible rationale
for reallocating resources, especially from old activities to new
^^Ibid., p. 2
35
David W. Singleton; - Bruce A. Smith;,and James R. Cleaveland, "Zero-




activities. To accomplish these objectives ZBB requires the decision
makers to: use "decision packages" as the major tool for budgetary
review, analysis, decision making, and rank program or activity levels
37
in order of priority.
ZBB procedures require that each activity be examined and justified
prior to the beginning of each budget cycle. That means that management
must first set goals and objectives, and make the basic policy decisions
38
under which the program reviews will be carried out. This is made
possible by the top management defining the program level at which
decision units must be defined, leaving it to the discretion of each
39
manager to identify additional decision units if appropriate.
Decision units may be defined at the sub-program level if there are
separate organizational units within that program element. This unit can
also be defined as a major capital project, special work assignments, or
40
major project. However, Graeme M. Taylor is of the opinion that
36
Fremont J. Lyden and Ernest G. Miller, "Zero-Base Budgeting,"
Public Budgeting (Illinois: Rand McNally College Publishing Company,
1978), pp. A49-450.
no
U.S. Congress, House, "Zero-Base Budgeting: Will It Work or' Is
It Another Buzz Word?,” Congressional Record, 95th Cong., 1st sess.,
(January/February 1977), P» 2650.





decision units which are the lowest-level entities for which budgets are
prepared should have an identifiable manager with the necessary authority
to establish priorities and prepare budgets for all activities within
41
the decision unit.
Furthermore, the ZBB process requires agencies to develop their
internal ZBB procedures with the framework of: (1) identification of
objectives - the task of identifying objectives requires the participa¬
tion by managers at all levels to determine the ultimate realistic
outputs or accomplishments expected from a program or organization; (2y
identification of decision units - in general, the decision unit should
be at an organizational or program level at which the manager makes major
decisions on the amount of spending and the scope, direction, or quality
of work to be performed. A decision unit normally should be included
within a single account, be classified in only one budget subfunction,
and reflect existing program and organizational structures that have
accounting support.
In order to determine the contribution of an activity to the organi¬
zation, find alternative methods of accomplishing the purpose of the
activity, or make a decision as to the amount of funds to be invested and
program continuity, decision packages should be developed for each
definable activity. According to Peter Pyhrr, the ’’decision package" is
41
Graeme M. Taylor, "Introduction to Zero-Base Budgeting,"
Bureaucrat 6 No. 1 (Spring,1977}, p. 36.
42
Lyden and Miller, Public Budgeting, pp. 450-451
17 -
43the building bloc of the zero-base concept. A decision package is a
document representing the results of program evaluation. It identifies
and describes each decision unit in such a manner that management can
(1) evaluate it and rank it against other packages competing for limited
resources and (2) decide whether to approve or disapprove it. The
document usually includes the purpose of the activity, the consequences
of not performing the activity, various measures of performance, alterna-
^A
tive courses of action and information on costs and benefits.
According to the Congressional Record, the construction of each decision
package passes through two basic stages: {1) alternative ways of per¬
forming the functions of the activity are considered that is, the best
alternative is chosen, the others are discarded; (2) given that alterna¬
tive, different levels of effort in performing the functions of the
activity are considered. A minimum workable level at which the functions
45
are undertaken is established as one decision package. Peter Pyhrr
stresses that this minimum level of effort should be below the current
level of operation, and then identify additional levels of increments
as separate decision packages. Apparently, the minimum level should
43
Pyhrr, Public Administration Review 37 (January/February 1977;,
p. 3.
^^U.S. Congress, House, Congressional Records,;95th Cong., 1st sess.,
(January/February 1977), p- 2650'
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attempt to identify "that critical level of effort, below which the
46
operation would be discontinued."
Peter Pyhrr and others have noted that the identification and
evaluation of different levels of effort are the most difficult aspect
of the zero-base analysis since there is no magic number that would be
47
meaningful to all operations. In some cases, decision unit managers
are allowed complete freedom in determining the appropriate magnitude of
the first package, subject only to the constraint that it costs less than
the current funding level. In other cases, guidelines are provided in
48
the form of a percentage of the current level." However, the general
consensus among both agency and Office of Planning and Budget analysts
is that the minimum level be between 85 and 100 percent of the current
49
level, though most writers stress minimum level of between 75 and 80
50
percent of the current level. This process allows the manager the
opportunity to develop at least, one package that is less than current




Taylor, The Bureaucrat 6 No. 1 (Spring 1977), p. 39.
49
Lauth, Public Administration Review 38 (September/October , 1978),
p. 423.
50
Rusten and Harvey, The ZBB Handbook for Local Governments, p. 9;
Fremont J. Lyden and Ernest G. Miller, "Zero-Base Approach to Govern¬
ment Budgeting ," Public Budgeting (Illinois: Rand McNally College
Publishing Company, 1978), p. 258.
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expenditure by a significant amount; and also to group the decision
packages into three categories: (1) packages for new activities; \2)
packages for activities where no change in method or levels of effort is
possible; and (3) packages proposing different methods and/or levels for
performing methods; at this point, the packages are ready to be ranked.
The ranking process is explicitly designed to allow higher level
managers the opportunity to bring their broader perspectives to bear on
program priorities by allowing them to rank the decision packages and
make program trade-offs. Completed decision packages should be ranked
initially by the decision unit manager. The ranking for the most part,
should show the relative priority that discrete increments of services
or other outputs have in relation to other increments of services or
51
other outputs.
The minimum level for a decision unit is always ranked higher than
any increment for the same unit, since it represents the level below
which the activities can no longer be conducted effectively. Agencies
may use whatever review and ranking techniques appropriate to their needs.
Often, a minimum level consolidated decision package is prepared by the
top management. This package may or may not include each of the minimum
level packages from:the decision packaige sets being consolidated. As a
means of increasing the effectiveness of its review, higher level manage¬
ment may decide to limit its review of the higher-ranked packages to that
51
Lyden and Miller, Public Budgeting, pp, 45-1.454,
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necessary to provide a sound basis for ranking the packages and may
52choose to examine indepth only the lower-ranked packages. The lower-
ranked packages would be the first to be affected by an increase or
decrease in the expected budgetary resources. In all instances, however,
the use of decision packages and priority rankings are the major tools
for analysis, review, and decision-making and at each process, decision
53
packages may be revised, deleted, or added.
This unique feature of ZBB provides management with a technique for
allocating its limited resources by making it concentrate on the ques¬
tions: "How much should be spent?" and "Where should it be spent?"
Management for the most part, answers these questions by listing all
54
packages identified in order of decreasing benefit or importance.
Thus, managers can identify the benefits to be gained at each level of
expenditure and can study the consequences of not approving additional
packages ranked below that expenditure level.
A consolidated decision package can be obtained for an entire
55
organization by its top management through the ranking process. Conso¬
lidated decision packages are prepared at higher management levels by






Pyhrr, Public Administration Review 37 iJanuary/Febraury 1977;,
p. 6 and U.S. Congress, House, Congressional Records, 95th Cong., ist
sess., (January/February 1977), p. 2650.
55Ibid.
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received from lower level units. These packages may reflect different
priorities, including the addition of new programs or the abolition of
existing ones.
Ranking the large volume of packages created by all the discrete
activities is a very demanding task for top management. Moreover,
ranking at only the cost level is obviously unsatisfactory since it does
not identify to top management the trade-offs among cost centers and
larger organizational units are usually too numerous for top management
to make these trade-offs themselves. However, this dilemma is usually
resolved by stopping the consolidated ranking process at some level
56
between the cost activity and the entire organization.
Graeme M. Taylor summarizes this process as one whereby higher-
level managers establish priorities for all decision packages from all
subordinate decision units. The priority-ordered set of all decision
packages for the entire organization is then reviewed in light of the
probable level of funding available to the organization. Packages which
can be funded within the available total are included in the organiza¬
tion's formal budget request; those which fall "below the line are dropped
from the budget request - unless the organization chooses to seek an
57
increase in the total funding level.
Since its inception in 1970, ZBB has come to be widely recognized
not only as a practical budgeting technique but as a high powered
^^U.S. Congress, House, Congressional Records, 95th Cong., 1st sess.,
(January/February 1977), p. 2650.
^"^Taylor, The Bureaucrat 6 No. 1 (Spring 1977), P- ^0.
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planning and management tool. Despite this fact, some administrators
and agencies find it hard to change their attitude toward the traditional
CO
budget to favor ZBB. According to Thomas Lauth and others, the basic
principles of ZBB cannot be applied in agencies where most of the
programs are covered by the statutory requirements and legislative budget
5Q
practices and procedures. ^ Other problems could be identified where
there are role conflicts between the headquarters budget staff and the.
field office staff. Also, ZBB operates best where programs are discre¬
tionary, that is, where the agency has a choice of whether or not to fund
a program and if so, at what level.
The assertions made by George S. Minmier that ZBB brought an end
to "incrementalism" in budget-making in Georgia have the implication
that at some point in time incremental decision-making stoppped and a new
mode of decision-making was installed; this is clear in such phrases as:
"prior to the change to the zero-base budgeting system...under the former
incremental system...and the incremental budget system previously
A 1
employed..." Thomas Lauth, however argues that "incrementalism" is not
(TO
Allen L. Austin and Logan M. Cheek, Zero-Base Budgeting: A
Decision Package ^ianual (New York: AMACOM, 1979), P* 1-
^\auth, Public Administration Review 38 (September/October 1978),
pp. 426-427; Frank D. Draper and Bernard T. Pitsvada, "ZBB - Looking Back




George S. Minmier, An Evaluation of Zero-Base Budgeting System in
Government Institutions (Georgia: Publishing Service Division, Georgia
State University, 1975), p. 29.
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a set of budget procedures which are ever formally installed, but rather
a concept which characterizes a set of practices used by budget makers to
facilitate decision-making. Lauth states that budget makers in Georgia
rely heavily on past experience, and that even in ZBB the "base" is the
ftp
historical base, not zero-base. In essence, ZBB is the development,
communication and utilization of information in a useful form, since





This study is a product of the writer's internship with the
Division of Rehabilitation Services (DRS) within the Georgia Department
of Human Resources. As an intern, the writer assisted the Chief Finan¬
cial Manager with budget analysis and revisions. The methodology employed
is descriptive analysis in that the basic characteristics of ZBB are
described and used as the basic standard to measure the operational
reality of the ZBB procedure in the Division. The data utilized include
primary and secondary sources.
Primary Data.
The primary sources of data were obtained through participation-
observation which offered the writer the opportunity of having access to
information which otherwise would have been difficult to obtain. It also
offered the writer the opportunity of contacting the people directly
involved in the budget process and the overall activities of the DRS.
Also, direct interviews were held with key officers with a view to learn
fully of their responsibilities and activities within the budget process.
The key budget officers include the Financial Administrative Chief,
who is in charge of the financial management unit; three Senior Fiscal
Analysts who carry out the day-to-day budget revisions and analysis; the
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Directors of the eight Districts; and eight Executive committee
Members, who are the Section Directors and responsible for the overall
planning of the DRS's programs and financial activities. The
respondents were asked to reply to a series of open-ended questions about
both their participation in the budget process and interpretations of the
working of the ZBB system. Since the ZBB approach operates almost
exclusively during the preparation and submission phase of the budget
cycle, the interviews focused primarily on the procedure, justification
and ranking of the programs.
In order to assess the extent to which budget requests are being
built from the ground up with basic programs rejustified annually, the
respondents were asked to describe the manner in which they proceed in
the preparation of their annual budget requests. Furthermore, in order
to evaluate the impact of the minimum level requirement on budget pre¬
paration and submission, the respondents were asked to comment on U J the
way in which they determine the minimum level and (2) the impact of
statutory requirement on the budgetary process. Each interview lasted
about one hour.
Secondary Data.
Secondary sources were used to amplify and clarify information
obtained from primary sources. These sources include books, journals,
government documents and publications. The journal used were The Public
Administration Review, The Bureaucrat and The Southern Reviev/ of Public
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Administration. Government documents and publications include Congres¬
sional Record-House, Official Code of Georgia Annotated, State of Georgia
Office of Planning and Budget General Budget Preparation Procedures
Fiscal Year, 1986, the Division of Rehabilitation Services Comprehensive
Long-Range Plan and 1986/1987 ZBB data.
V. , ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM
The six sections of the Division of Rehabilitation Services are
Administrative Services, Quality Assurance and Staff Development, Field
Services, Facility Services, Disability Adjudication Services, and
Roosevelt Warm Springs Institute for Rehabilitation. These sections have
several sub-units. Administrative Services has six units; Quality
Assurance and Staff Development Section has three units; Field Services
Section has three units and eight District Operations; Facility Services
Section has four units; Disability Adjudication Section has two Sections
and sixteen units; and Roosevelt Warm Springs Institute for Rehabilita¬
tion has eleven units.
The budgets for these units and sub-units are included under
Rehabilitation Services Functional Budget, Roosevelt Warm Springs,
Georgia Factory for the Blind Functional Budget, and Rehabilitation
Services - Disability Adjudication Budget. These budgets are handled by
a five-person-unit - Financial Management Unit, under Administrative
Services where the writer was interned.
It had been claimed that the DRS, as do other state agencies, uses
ZBB as a budget process. ZBB as operationalized in the DRS is a budget
preparation process designed to improve managerial control over the
funding requests for the operating budget. It is also, a management
process that provides for systematic consideration of all programs and
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activities in conjunction with the formulation of budget requests, and
program planning. This is not a new objective, nor is ZBB the only
process through which improvements in efficiency can be attempted. The
uniqueness of ZBB is in the way it formats information.
An examination of the claim that ZBB is operational at DRS is the
focus of this study. As stated in the methodology knowledgeable indivi¬
duals were interviewed to determine the extent to which the ZBB process
is used. The general comments were:
"The Division goes through the ZBB process but it is more of
a show because that is not what is used. Using the historical
expense from past years' experience makes it not to be a ZBB."
"In the field budgeting is supposed to be related to the pro¬
grams, but very often, the managers come guessing from past
expense."
"The field managers do nof understand much about the budget
process because they do not have enough budget training to
understand the political context of budgeting."
"Budgets are maintained by the clerical personnel and
secretaries with little or no budget background, hence they
lack knowledge of how to fill in the budget request."
"In the Office of Planning and Budgeting, they require all
budgets to be related to the programs, but when it goes
through the legislative body, they want to see the historical
expense and the current expense to be able to determine what
the DRS needs."
"Level of justification should be either 100 percent or 85
percent of the current level but as a rule of thumb, we go from
100 percent of the current funding level to about 105 or more
percent."
"The Division has one level and that is the current level
expense while ZBB proposes multiple level expense based on
prioritized ranking."
No mention was made about the ranking process, instead, what was described
was shifting of funds from one section of a program to another section.
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Since the ZBB process requires agencies to develop their internal
ZBB procedures within the framework of identification of Decision
Units, the DBS's decision units are the sections, units and sub-units.
Within each of these decision units, the manager makes major decisions
on the amount of spending, the scope, direction, or quality of work to be
performed. One feature of ZBB requires that the decision unit manager
prepares decision packages. These decision packages are the building
blocs of the zero-base concept and are supposed to: determine the contri¬
bution of an activity to the organization; find alternative methods of
accomplishing the purpose of the activity; make decisions as to the amount
of funds to be invested and finally program continuity. Moreover, the
construction of each decision package should pass through two basic
stages: (1) alternative ways of performing the functions of the activity,
(2) given the alternative, different levels of effort in performing the
functions of the activity. The purpose of identifying these different
levels is to provide information on (i) where reduction from the total
request may be made, (ii) the increased benefits that can be achieved
through additional or alternative spending plans and viii) the effect of
such additions and reductions. In addition to this, a decision unit
normally should be included in a single account, be classified in only
one budget subfunction, and reflect existing program and organization
structures that have accounting support. What actually obtains in the
DBS is that these decision units have a certain amount of funds allocated
to them. In budgeting for the next year's operating expenses, these
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units only decide on what they want by simply looking at the previous
year's figures, work around that and add an arbitrary percentage figure
to that amount; fill out the budget request forms and return them to the
Financial Management Unit where these budgets are compiled for the whole
DRS.
The procedure just described is used to carry out the continuation
of the operating budget for different activities and functions managed by
the DRS. It then means that only the operating expense budgets are
subject to either increases or decreases, (in most cases increases). A
classical example of this observation is seen in the projections made on
FY 86 request (Table 1) which reveals the fact that for expenditures/
appropriations on Total Personal Services, the budgeted amount is
$18,288,600 for FY 85 and the estimated amount for FY 86 is $l8,/'89,372
showing an increase of 1.0 percent. It is obvious that the amount is
going to be increased for the next fiscal year.
A study of the Department of Human Resources Schedule of Comparison
of Budgeted to Actual Expenditures and Activity Year Ended June 30, 1984
(Appendix A) will show that when the budget was estimated for fiscal year
1984, the Disability Adjudication operational expenses were over
estimated. If the ZBB process was strictly adhered to, (especially in
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totnl Pprsonul SnrvlcRS 16,n5A,77A 17.557,056 18.288,600 18,654,372 135.000 10,709.372
Hntor Vehicle tvnencen A Reneira 723.000 230.000 242,000 248,000 5.000 253.000
Supplies enn Moterlala 109.220 104.672 1)5,545 121.000 3,200 124.200
Repnlra and Maintenance 57.750 66.000 72.600 00.000 22.000 102,000
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Aaaesnnenta by Merit Syaten 58.680 65.772 •
Other Opera!inq Cvnenaee 26.750 76.000 20.000 25,000 350 25.350
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I*
travel 95.750 98.350 98.000 100,000 5,000 105.000
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Autlioritv Leasa Rentals
lUiAi cxrcNOiTimes 19,556,509 20,720.510 21.130,051 21.640,970 474.825 22,115,003
.I'ederal Turwls 1.505.555 1.326.000 1,530,000 1,5'n Olio 6.575 1,536.575
Other Tonds 4)7.550 . «51,lNm 450. nr10 450,000 150.000 6UU.000
.indlrert OOAS Services Tundinn
Governor's Cnerneney fund
tOTAL t rOCRAt AND OUCH t UhOS 1.930,105 1,977, UOO 1.980.000 1.980.000 156,575 2. 136.575
'STATC nCNCRAL rupos 17.610,484. 18.943.518 19.150,05) 19.660.978 318,250 19.979.228
•’OSIIIONS 815 BI5 0)5 B)5 6 021
'd)TOR vtMiacs 145 145 145 145 3 148
*ineJud9d in Per«on«l S«rvlee«
SOURCE: Georgia,
Procedures Fiscal Year
Office of Planning and Budget:
[ 1986), p. 6.
-General Budget
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ZBB focuses on programs which in the DRS are fixed and pro¬
tected by statutory requirements. For example, the DRS is obligated to
carry out its mission which encompasses a broad range of responsibilities
to the disabled and handicapped citizens of Georgia in four major
programs. (See Figure 1). A glance through the Resource Allocation for
these programs on Tables 1,2,3 and A indicates that there are gradual
increases in the allocation of funds from year to year.
FIGURE ,1
GEORGIA REHABILITATION MODEL
SOURCE: Georgia, Division of Rehabilitation Services: Long-Range
Planning (1985)', p. 1.
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1. Competitive Employment. This program includes program
components managed by the Field Services Section, Facilities Section and
the Roosevelt Institute. The district network administers client ser¬
vices statewide. In addition, state and community facilities and the
Roosevelt Institute provide support services. All services are
individualized according to the client's needs. Services are directed
toward the more severely handicapped who have potential for employment.













Positions 997 997 997 22
Fund Resources:
State 12,472,025 13,883,616 14,679,900 576,281
Federal 24,577,503 25,267,522 26,813,785
Other Misc. Income 5,131,934 5,186,963 5,519,030
TOTAL 42,181,512 44,318,301 47,012,715 576,281
SOURCE: Georgia, Division of Rehabilitation Services: Long-Range
Planning (1985), p. 8,
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2. Sheltered Employment. This program is intended to create and
maintain employment opportunities for handicapped persons whose handi¬
capped conditions are so severe as to preclude immediate entry, or entry
at all, into competitive employment. Such programs are: Georgia
Industries for the Blind, Statewide Sheltered Employment Program vjoint
DRS/MHMR Initiative), Business Enterprise Programs; and Affirmative
Industries. The resource allocation (all increases; for this program is
shown below in Table 3.
TABLE 3
RESOURCE ALLOCATION
Sheltered Budgeted Approp. Cont. Expansion
Employment FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1986 FY 1986
Positions 42 42 42 8
Fund Resources:
State 892,691 836,068 902,000 858,274
Federal 484,744 509,220 539,775
Other Misc. Income 8,388,245 8,846,694 9,375,000
TOTAL 9,765,680 10,191,982 10,816,775 858,274
SOURCE: Georgia, Division of Rehabilitation Services: Long-Range
Planning (1985), p• 12.
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3. Independent Living. This program is designed to assist very
severely handicapped persons to become more independent and to take
control of their lives by choosing acceptable options which minimize
dependence on others. At present, the DRS has implemented a residential
program at the Roosevelt Institute, a Day Care Center for Independent
Living in Atlanta, and a field based pilot program in iMacon. A close



















State 1,129,622 1,521,699 1,613,000
Federal 917,952 761,029 806,700
Other Misc. Income 1,689,810 1,791,199 1,898,700
TOTAL 3,737,384 4,073,927 4,318,400
SOURCE: Georgia, Division of Rehabilitation Services: Long-Range
Planning (1935), p. 16.
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Disability Adjudication■ The Disability Adjudication Section
was enacted under Title II and XVI of the Social Security Act as amended
in 1980 and 1982, and Title 49-2-7 of the Georgia Code Annotated. Also,
a federal/state agreement for Social Security Disability Claims was
incorporated into the Seocial Security Act in 1980. Under the gudelines
and standards set by the Social Security Administration, the Disability
Adjudication Section receives and processes all applications for Disabi¬
lity Insurance Benefits (Title II); while Supplemental Security Income
Claims (Title XVI) Section in the State of Georgia periodically reviews
claims of individuals receiving benefits. Claims processing involves
securing medical and vocational information, determining eligibility for
cash benefits, and notifying the Social Security Administration of the
decisions. All claims are screened for possible referral for vocational
rehabilitation services. The resource allocation for this program is
shown on Table 5.
TABLE 5
RESOURCE ALLOCATION
Disability Budgeted Approp. Cont. Expansion
Adjudication FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1986 FY 1986
Positions 407 407 420
Fund Resources:
Federal 20,225,152 22,437,164 25,783,000
SOURCE: Georgia, Division of Rehabilitation Services: Long-Range
Planning (1985), p. 20.
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The four programs described above are handled by different facili¬
ties owned by the DRS. Instead of budgeting for these programs as
decision units, the funds for these programs are shared among the
different budget functions and activities. The writer intends to use
Disability Adjudication to illustrate the budgeting procedure in the DRS,
since this program has the same statutory requirement as the other three
programs. Like all the prograims, the Disability Adjudication budget has
to be sent to the Financial Management Unit on a "Continuation Budget
Request Form" for compilation and submission to the Department.
It was discovered that this program is operated with only federal
funds. Two areas of the budget were identified: operating budget and
case budget. The case budget refers to those budgets that cover the
counsellors, medical and vocational rehabilitation services. This budget
is operated according to the formulas set by the legislative procedures.
The operating budget is formulated in a line item ^object classj as
illustrated on Table 6. Attached to the form illustrated on Table 6 is
the "Division of Rehabilitation Services Detail of Operating Expenses
Requests." This is the form on which the increases and decreases for the
next year's operation are done. The format is as shown in Table 7.
These, forms are normally sent out in December to be returned to
the Financial Management Unit by April of the following year. The
process for a particular year's budget begins eighteen months ahead of
the fiscal year. A typical memorandum to this effect can be seen in
Appendix B where the FY 1987 Continuation Budget Package was prepared by
the DRS in 1985. When these forms are returned, the Financial i-toiagement
TABLE 6
DIVISION OF REHABILITATION SERVICES FY 1986 CONTINUATION BUDGET REQUEST SUFH''1ARY
Organizational Unit:
Function:







































SOURCE: Georgia, Division of Rehabilitation Services: Zero-Base Budgeting Data (1986/8?)
TABLE 7
DIVISION OF REHABILITATION SERVICES





















* Explain all increases above 5.0% (or 105%). Use additional page if necessary. Also,
explain any large change between the FY’85 budget and the FY'86 revised request.
SOURCE: Georgia, Division of Rehabilitation Services: Zero-Base Budgeting Data (1986/87)
Unit consolidates these budgets according to activities and functions
on a form titled "Budget Control System: Financial Summary Report:
ZBB Request." It is at this point that the budget is sent to the Depart¬
ment for approval or rejection and then submitted to the Governor's
Office and legislative body. The DRS strives to meet the budget cycle
which is July 1 for the State and October 1 for the Federal Government.
Justification and Comparison of the Program
Since the four main programs of the DRS are under statutory
protection due to the kinds of services they provide to the community,
minimum funding levels are almost always fixed or set. The ranking and
elimination process do not take place or are rarely applied to any of these
programs during the formulation of the budget. This is one of the major
problems of the DRS and has been identified with all other entitlement
programs.
As Indicated in the responses of the respondents on page 24, rather
than reconsider the alternative courses of action, DRS relies on past
experience. Without specifically using the language of incrementalism,
the officials, during the interviews, described a budget practice which
is incremental in nature. It is their assumption that the programs are
continued slightly above the current level, and as a rule of thumb, a
number is designated as some percentage of the current level to the
minimum level. This is contrary to Peter Pyhrr's ideal ZBB which says
that a minimum level of effort should be below the current level of
63
operation.
For example, during the writer's interview with the budget officer
of the Disability Adjudication program, statutory requirements were cited
as justification for the continued funding of programs especially those
that pertain to the administration of social security benefits and other
entitlement programs to the disabled retiring citizens. To cut back
these programs would reduce the effectiveness of the DRS and would be a
violation of the law. The stress is on the fact that much of the program
is specifically required by law and that one cannot conceive of any major
phase of it being eliminated. It is the assumption of the budget officer
that the DRS will continue to provide funding for the program because the
public expects continuation of this program. Also, political pressure
from relevant clientele forces the Governor's Office and the legislative
body to virtually guarantee continuation of the program. For the most
part, the Disability Adjudication Program receives 100 percent of its
funds from federal appropriations. Program and matching fund require¬
ments which are a part of federal grants-in-aid limited the ability to
alter the existing program from one year to the next.
63
p. 7.
Pyhrr, Public Administration Review 37 (January/February 1977),
VI. CONCLUSION
ZBB is implemented in the DRS partially with wider management
participation in budget making, focusing operations on units in the DRS's
organizational structure. The budget preparation process in the DRS con¬
forms much more closely to Peter Pyhrr*s idea that ”a logical starting
,,64
point for determining next year's need is the current year's operation.
However, experience v/ith ZBB has been mixed in the sense that while
it involves more people in the budget process, it has tended to over
extend itself and evolve away from true zero-base reviews. Rather than
assuming the most stringent allocation levels for the "base-level" deci¬
sion packages, managers use a total dollar amount of previous year's
budgets and current level figure to determine the minimum level.
ZBB, as operationalized in the DRS has not really changed the rules
by which budgetary decisions are made. The only change is in the termino¬
logy of budgeting. In short, incremental budgeting continues amid the
procedures of ZBB because it serves participants well as a useful decision
making premise when operating with a political environment as is the case
with DRS, basically because of the types of programs it handles. The
budget officers contended that as long as the legislature does not
intervene to modify the programs, they are protected from budget cuts.
In line with the requirement that managers identify the benefits to
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be gained at each level of expenditure and study the consequences of not
approving additional packages ranked below that expenditure level, the
DRS does review budgets to verify the accuracy of the estimates but this
review certainly need not be from a zero-base concept because of lack of
discretion as a result of mandatory payments it faces. As a result,
little evidence exists to suggest that decision packages are subjected
to a serious ranking effort, or that fundamental resource-allocation
processes are altered to any where near a truly zero-base concept.
Apparently, it is found that implementation of ZBB in the DRS has led to
a few basic shifts in the allocation of funds, but virtually no change
in the rate of expenditure growth.
ZBB, however, operates best where programs are discretionary, i.e.,
where the agency has a choice of whether or not to fund a program and if
so, at what level. Agencies where legislation establishes criteria of
eligibility, (like DRS) aind merely fund the number of eligible appli-
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cants, find that zero-base budgeting serves little purpose.
As noticed by other researchers, any budget that builds from the
program manager level will pyramid as the process proceeds up the organi-
66
zational chain. The result is that the financial management unit is
always confronted with a mountain of paper. The fragmentation of the
process has resulted in a number of problems which the writer will discuss
briefly. The writer found that it was difficult to determine what exactly
"Draper and Pitsvada, Public Administration Review 41 vJanuary/
February 1981), p. 79*
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is in the budget for various activities at different stages in the
process. This is because the managers at the different decision units
have little knowledge of how the information provided by them will be
used and in most cases do not know precisely what they need. Also, these
managers have little understanding of the complex precedures involved in
ZBB and further lack the basic budgeting training v;hich would help in
understanding the terminology of ZBB to work efficiently with the various
budget forms.
Many officers however, feel that both advanced planning and
instructions for implementation of ZBB are inadequate; others believe
that sufficient information for properly completing a ZBB process is
lacking, and concern is expressed by many participants that neither they
nor other key actors understand ZBB procedures because it demands too
much budgetary upheaval without equipping the budget makers with tools
to redirect budgetary outcomes.
There have been elements of both success and failure associated
with the use of ZBB in the DRS. Three primary advantages associated with
the employment of the ZBB system are: ^1) The establishment of a finan¬
cial planning phase prior to the preparation of the budget. This is
evident in the four year operational work plan and annual work plan
developed by the DRS. These plans set the mission, goals and objectives
of each program; and also the strategies of meeting the goals. The
Executive Committee meets quarterly to review the progress of each pro¬
gram. (2) Greater involvement in the budgeting process by personnel in
the lower organizational levels of the DRS's organizational chart, and
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(3) An improvement in the quality of management information which has
enabled the DRS's budget officers to have greater insight into the
functions of the DRS as a whole.
Recommendations
Based on the findings as set forth in this paper the writer recom¬
mends that:
1. Since the investigation conducted by the legislative body during
the legislative session on programs is not normally enough, and
since legislation establishes criteria of eligibility for the
funding of the programs handled by the DRS, the legislative
branch should be involved significantly in the process of
making decisions at the program level, rather than simply being
asked to approve or reject the budget outcomes.
2. It is essential that the staff be educated fully in the theory
and rationale for ZBB, as well as, in the processes and proce¬
dures to be used. Staff development workshops, seminars,
readings and tutorials may be used to assist in the educational
process. Seminars and workshops should be arranged frequently
to equip the managers with the day-to-day knowledge of the
budgetary procedures. This will provide these managers with
enough information to carry out their duties.
3. Many administrators need help in developing their decision
packages and in following the ZBB processes. Someone should be
trained and prepared to provide this assistance. Hence, the
field managers need to be provided with budget specialists, for
example, budget analysts, fiscal analysts, or accounting
technicians.
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4. ZBB requires time to be implemented. Extra paper work and
time to learn the system are required, therefore, district
directors should be allowed adequate time to develop a full
understanding of ZBB procedures.
5. The whole matter of motivation is critical and therefore, every
effort should be made to motivate budget officials. Without
rewarding administrators who find more efficient ways of
performing their activities, there is no real motivation for
trying to use ZBB effectively because of the amount of work
involved.
APPENDIX A
DEPARTPENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES "A" DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS
SCHEDULE OF COMPARISON OF BUDGETED TO ACTUAL EXPENDITURES
BY OBJECT AND ACTIVITY YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1984
appendix"A . ■
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES SCHEDULE "7"
"A" DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS ' Page 6
SCHEDULE OF COMPARISON OF BUDGETED
TO ACTUAL EXPENDITURES BY OBJECT AND ACTIVITY
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1934
OVER
EXPENDITURES' continued BUDGETED ACTUAL (-) UNDER
REHABILITATION SERVICES -
DISABILITY ADJUDICATION
Personal Services ' $ 3,916,356.00 S 3,902,139.67 $(-) 14,216.33
Regular Operating Expenses 380,903.00 273,219.95 (-) 107,635.05
Travel 54,544.00 44,046.33 (-) 10,497.67
Publications and Printing 60,000.00 42,277.35 (-) 17,722.65
Equipment Purchases 55,540.00 48,033.19 (-) 7,506.81
Computer Charges 365,715.00 783,403.02 (-) 82,311.98
Real Estate Rentals 590,274.00 580,001.61 (-) 10,272.39
Telecommunications 353,258.00 333,730.13 (-) 19,527.32
Per Diem, Fees and Contracts 762,231.00 760,910.67 (-) 1,320.33
Postage 153,000.00 151,541.00 (-) 1,459.00
Case Services 9,778,500.00 7,267,141.70 (-) 1,511,358.30
5 20,970,323.00 5 19,136,444.67 3 (-) 1,783,878.33
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
Regular Operating Expenses S 19,297,626.00 S 17,427,869.55 S (-) 1,369,756.45
Per Diem, Fees and Contracts 1,173,713.00 761,257.70 (-) 412,455.30
SSI-Supplement Benefits 36,200.00 . 00 (-) 36,200.00
, AFDC Benefits 201,325,716.00 I.'6,.i32,l89.56 (-» 5,393,526.44
• $ 222,333,255.00 3 214,621,316.81 ${-) 7,711,938.19
LOCAL SERVICES - COMMUNITY SERVICES
AND BENEFITS PAYMENTS
Regular Operating Expenses s 15,000.00 $ 11,783.00 $(-) 3,217.00
Per Diem, Fees and Contracts 2,926,000.00 1,963,998.29 (-) 962,001.71
Grants to Fulton County for
24-hour Emergency Social Services 182.400.00 182,400.00 .00
Homemaker Meals 94,437.00 73,974.46 (-) 20,462.54
Chatham County Homemaker Project 448,213.00 442,237.68 (-) 5,975.32
Douglas County Homemaker Project 114,394.00 106.330.22 (-) 3,063.78
Fulton County Homemaker Project 296,782.00 296,781.61 (-) .39
Local Services Benefits
Payments Grants 62,765,338.00 62,941,774.30 176,436.30
Grants to Counties for
Social Services 46,507,313.00 46,492,633.57 (-) 14,679.43
$ 113,349,877.00 S 112,511,913.63 S(-) 837,963.37
FAMILY AND CHILDREN SERVICES -
PROGRAM DIRECTION AND SUPPORT
Personal Services $ 10,312,230.00 $ 10,183.665.15 S (-) 128,564.35
Regular Operating Expenses 339,028.00 279,262.24 (-) 59,765.76
Travel 459,314.00 434,897.53 (-) 24,416.47
Publications and Printing 857,640.00 621,613.33 (-) 236,026.67
Equipment Purchases 14,359.00 13,971.85 (-) 387.15
Computer Charges 8,618,381.00 8,453,864.10 (-) 164,516.90
Real Estate Rentals 197,485.00 177,235.38 (-) 20,249.62-
Telecommunications 874,564.00 . 752,028.43 (-) 122,535.57
Per Diem, Fees and Contracts 4,341,314.00 4,672,694.10 (-) 168,619.90
Utilities 5,500.00 4,490.61 (-) 1,009.39
Postage 936,726.00 871,095.12 (-) 65,630.88
s 27,456,541.00 s 26,464,817.34 S (-) 991,723.16
s 719.444,968.00 S 696 . 564,058.95 S(-) 22 .880.909.05
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APPENDIX B
DIVISION OF REHABILITATION SERVICES FY'87





FROM: C’urtls Everett, Chief
Financial Administration
RE: FY'87 ContlnuatioQ Budget Request
Information and forms regarding the above-referenced subject are attached for
yo'ii’ use.
•
In order to maintain a smooth flow of sequential activities, the following
special notations are very important;
1. Object codes which you will not have to complete have been omitted
because most of you will be unable to project your needs in these
areas with a reasonable degree of accxiracy. They will be developed
at the State Office.
2. Mo improvements (other than new equipment) will be considered. If
you have serious, unusual needs, make them known to your Section
Director as soon as possible. Such requests may be surfaced ajid
discussed as "issues" in the upcoming FT'87 planning process.
3. Considering the state of the economy, adequate Justifications for
Increases above your revised FT'85 level are imperative. Appro¬
priate space for explanations and Justifications has been provided
on the detail worksheet which you will complete for each object
code specified. Failure to provide explanations will result in
additional correspondence to and from you before this unit and
your Section Director can make appropriate recommendations to the
Executive Committee.
4. Tour Section Director will recommend a continuation level to the
Executive Committee only after we have reviewed and discussed your
request in great detail. We hope to present the requests to the
Executive Committee and receive final approval by the end of April.
5. Complete your packages as completely and accurately as possible;
and submit them to this unit as early as you can - but no later
than April 1, 1985.
FY'87 Continuation Budget Request
February 25, 1985
Page 2
6. As you examine and determine your financial needs, figuratively
try to translate the results into programmatic terms - as sejT’/'ed,
referrals, closures, etc. The idea is to begin thinking in terms
of output based on ^our financial resources (which include funded
positions) as the input into your district or program. In regard
to the districts, for example, this will be a crude but real
"application" of the costs analysis system into your financial
planning.
If there are questions or if I or any of my staff may assist, please do not
hesitate to contact this office.
CE/cc
Attachment





DIVISION OF REHABILITATION SERVICES
FT'87 Budget Instructions
Part I
Completion of Foras: '
1) , The standard detail form must be completed for most object codes related to
each b-vidget unit listed below:
• A. Field Services
1. North District







. S'. Indeijendent Living Project (Macon)
B. .Atlanta Canter for Independent Living
C. State Facilities
1. Alto
2. Atlanta Rehabilitation Center
3. Central Rehabilitation Center
Rehabilitation Center for the Deaf
5. GVAC - Gracewood
6. Ireland Rehabilitation Center
7. McDonald Center
8. John F. Kennedy Center
D. Production Units




5. McDonald Center i
E. Disability Adjudication





H. Roosevelt-Warm Springs Institute for Rehabilitation
1. Administration
2. Rehabilitation Services
2) The detail form should include the following:
%
A. Proper identification of the unit
B. Proper Identification of the object code
C. The expenses, budgets and req^uests should be completely detailed by
object. This is necessary in order to highlight each item needed
and to provide an explanation and Justification of each object
needed. (See attached instructions which address each object code
separately.)
3) The summary form includes information taken from State Office records for
n'83 and !n'84 expenses and the FY'85 budget. The Governor's e~C’d6
recommendation has been used as your guide for the FY'86 appropriation.*
The final 7’f'86 budget cannot be determined until the appropriation for
FT'86 is finalized. Please request what you know and feel you need. Any
increases over your FY'86 budget must be Justified.
A. The suamary form must capture the totals you list on the detail sheets
for your FY'36 revised request and your FY'87 request.
4) Submit four (4) completed and separately binded copies of each package to
Jerry Bensraan, 378 Peachtree Street, ?IE. Room 708, Atlanta. Georgia 30309,
by April 1, iMjT
*N0TE: Since the district's budgets are requested as one, the Governor’s
recommendations are not available for them individually.
DIVISION OF REHABILITATION SERVICES
FT'87 Basic Budget Instructions
Part.II
Personal Services; >
1) List each position by locition with position number, title, and person's
name vdio is on the position. Only units in lA, IB, 1C, and IH need to
submit this listing.
Kotor Vehicle Expenses and Reoairs;
1) . List cost of fuel separate from repairs and other expenses.
2) If special repairs are planned, list each separately, depending on the
dollar amount involved.
Supplies and Katerials:
1) List supplies for copy machine separately from regular supplies and include
machine make and model.
2) If special needs exist, list each separately so as to avoid over-inflating
continuation costs.
Repairs and fiaintenance:
1) List each contract separately from general eq,uipment repairs and maintenanc
2) List building repairs separately.
Rents (other than Real Estate):
1) List each item separately.
2) Each copy machine contract should be itemized with machine name and model,
listed.
Other Operating Expenses:
1) List each item separately.
2) Be sure to give time frame on subscriptions and dues (i.e., one year).
Travel:




1) List replacement vehicle
2) Include a narrative Justification for each replacement vehicle requested.
This Justification should list and address the following;
A. Make, model, type and ID^
B. Mileage driven during last» fiscal year
C. Current use '
D. Repair costs during last fiscal year (or more current information if
significantly higher)
S. Churrent mileage and date mileage reading was made
3) Additional vehicles (new) will noc be addressed.
Printing:
1) List stationery, business cards, and broch'ores separately from forms and
publications.
2) If publications or formSjare requested, include the number to be printed.
Real Estate Rentals:
l) List each location, square feet, and cost per square foot separately.
Postage;
l) List only postage costs. Costs for postage machine rental must be listed
on the schedule of rents (other than real estate), which is a part of
regular operating expenses.
Per Diem and Contracts:
1) Subdivide into two categories:
A. Per diem and fees
B. Contracts
2) List each item of per diem separately, including a co.st per unit of' service
requested and number of units of each service.
Equipment;•
1) On replacement equipment list replacement item and its IP number, then list
new item. Each new item should replace an old item. This list must be in
priority order.
2) List any new equipment needs after listing replacement equipment. This list
must be in priority order.
3) For consistency, we have set maximum FY'87 request amounts for the most common
equipment requests. Please use these figures unless you have special needs
and/or know that the amounts are too low or too high.
•UOTE: If you wish to prioritize some new equipment before some replacement items.
number the items accordingly. Otherwise, all new equipment will follow
the replacement list.
A. Xerox Memorywriter $1,000
B. Calculator 80
C. Portable Dictaphone 200
D. Desk Dictaphone 250
E. Transcriber 350
F. Executive Desk » 1*00
G. Secretarial Desk 525
H. Executive Chair 225
I. Secretarial Chair 165
Sei-vices:
1) List as required for DAS, Warm Springs and Business Enterprise.
2) Case Services for the districts and all other areas will be developed at the
the State Office.
Institutional Repairs and Maintenance/Capital Outlay:
This object class is designed capture needs which the regular repairs and main¬
tenance cannot handle. I-Iajor repairs, major structural renovations, new buildings,
etc. , fall into this category. These items must relate to currently state-owned
property.
Generated Income - Budget Requests:
A projection of how much income will be generated for FY'86 and FI'87 should be"
attached for Unit ID. The amount of generated income should be equal to or greater





ACTIVITY - A summary level budget organization which has a specific
purpose or intention and is comprised of one or more operational units
identified in decision packages which have common goals or objectives
established to attain the Activity's stated purpose. Activities often
correspond to formal organizational divisions within an agency or budget
unit.
CONTINUATION LEVEL - A level of effort, expressed in terms of an objec¬
tive and cost, that will support a continuation of the presently
budgeted level of output into the next fiscal year.
CONSOLIDATED DECISION PACKAGE - Packages prepared at higher management
levels that summarize and supplement information contained in decision
packages received from lower level units. Consolidated packages may
reflect different priorities, including the addition of new programs or
the abolition of existing one.
CURRENT LEVEL - The level that would be reflected in the budget if fiscal
year 1985 activities were carried on at 1985 service or other output
levels without major policy changes. The current level of effort refers
only to the level of output or performance sometimes referred to as a
"maintenance level."
DECISION LEVEL BUDGET ORGANIZATION - A level of organization where mana¬
gers make significant decisions on the amount of spending and the scope
or quality of work. True costs of providing a particular service can be
identified at the decision level budget organization.
DECISION PACKAGE - A brief justification document that includes the
information necessary for managers to make judgements on program or acti¬
vity levels and resources requirements. A series of decision packages
(a decision package set) is prepared for each decision unit and cumula¬
tively represents the total budget request for that unit.
DECISION UNIT - The program or organizational entity for which budgets
are prepared and for which a manager makes significant decisions on the
amount of spending and the scope or quality of work to be performed.
DEPARTMENT - An organizational entity within the Executive Branch of
State Government which has, under general law, an independent existence,
and the authority to receive and expend an appropriation.
FINANCIAL SUMMARY - A format used in ZBB to display cost and budget
information by object class and sub-object at the department, budget unit,
activity and functional budget levels of the organization.
- 55 -
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FUNCTIONAL BUDGET - A functional Budget can be either an organizational
sub-division of an Activity or a subdivision of a budget unit or agency.
If the Functional Budget designation is used for the higher level of bud¬
get organization below the agency or budget unit level, then the defini¬
tion used for the Activity budget can apply. If the Functional Budget
is used to denote a subdivision of an Activity, then the Functional
Budget represents an organizational element that is an integral part of
the Activity and the operation carried out by the Function is specific
and cost identifiable.
INCREMENTALISM - As a process characterizes the behavior of decision
makers. It denotes bargaining process among actors as well as indivi¬
dual intellectual responses to complexity. Incrementalism as outcomes
refers to adjustments in existing policies. It denotes marginal changes
in agency funding levels from one year to the next.
MAJOR OBJECTIVE - The ultimate and realistic outcome expected from a
program, expressed in measurable terms, assuming funding is no restriction.
MINIMUM LEVEL - The program, activity, or funding level below which it is
not feasible to continue the program, activity, or entity because no
constructive contribution can be made toward fulfilling its objective.
The minimum level may not be a fully acceptable level from the program
manager's perspective; and may not completely achieve the desired
objectives of the decision unit.
OBJECTIVE - A task or group of tasks undertaken in order to achieve
a stated goal.
PROGRAM - A plan or system involving the expenditure of resources under
which action may be taken to provide public goods or services. Programs
are usually the lowest level of an organization at which cost data and
evaluation measures are maintained.
PROGRAM OBJECTIVE - Explicit statements of intended output, clearly
related to the basic need for which the program or organization exists.
PROGRAM PURPOSE - The end result or goal of an activity, or program.
RANKING - The process by which managers array program or activity levels
in decreasing order of priority. This ranking process identifies the
relative priority assigned to each decision package increment contained
in the manager’s budget request based on the benefits to be gained at and
the consequences of various spending levels.
ZERO-BASE BUDGETING - A management-oriented system that combines the func¬
tions of planning, budgeting, and operational decision-making into a
single process. The process identifies to all levels of management the
costs, benefits and alternative operational levels related to program
objectives.
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